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US-85-1M 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the meeting of January 25, 1985 


Dr. P. Kenniff, (Chairman); Mr. K.D. Adams; Prof. A. Melamed; Mr. 
C.T. Chen; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. M. Taylor; Prof. D. Wheeler; 
Prof. J.C. Giguere; Prof. R. Swedburg; Ms. Y. Lifshitz; Ms. E. Laett; 
Dean R. Parker; Prof. C. MacKenzie; Prof. R.T. Gordon; Prof. M. Petrie; 
Ms. S. Vinet; Mr. D.J. Etherington; Prof. A. Broes; Mr. L. Severs; Prof. 
H.B. Ripstein; Dean S. H. Appelbaum; Ms. J. Szabo; Dr. R. Breen; Prof. 
M. Jamal; Prof. A. Hamalian; Mr. C. Henke; Ms. L. Keays; Mr. A. Strand; 
Dr. M. Singer; Mr. J. Princz; Prof. C.L. Bertrand; Prof. M. Vipond; Prof. 
P.J. Albert; Mr. D. Dunleavy; Prof. R. Pallen; Prof. S. McEvenue; Prof. 
H. S. de Romer; Ms. H. Hu; Ms. E. Killean; Prof. P. Seraganian; Prof. J. 
Lightstone; Dean J. Chaikelson; Dean D.J. Taddeo; Mr. D. McArdle; Dean 
R. Roy; Prof. R.O. Wills; Dr. M. Cohen. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Prof. C. Patterson; Dean S. French; Prof. M.M. 


85-1-1 


85-1-2 


85-1-3 


Douglass; Mr. G. Roustan; Mr. D. Pappadia; Prof. 
J. Drysdale. 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 


Honorary Degrees - 1985 Spring Convocation 


The Chairman advised that nominations for Honorary degrees have not yet 
been dealt with by all Faculty Councils and that the complete dossier with 
the list of nominees would be considered at the Senate meeting of February 
15, 1985. Consequently, there would not be a "Closed Session" at this 
meeting. 


He also advised that during discussion on this item at the last Steering 
Committee meeting, it had been suggested that a matter which had been 
brought to the attention of Senate a few years ago might perhaps be 
resurrected, i.e., the possibility of instituting the category of "Professor 
Emeritus" for distinguished Concordia faculty members who have retired 
and whom the University wishes to honour. Steering Committee has 
decided to consider the matter and will hopefully present a report and 
proposal for consideration at the February or March, 1985, Senate meeting. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. CHEN, SECONDED BY MS. KEAYS, THAT 
THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF DECEMBER 21, 
1985, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. Kenniff briefed Senate on yesterday's visit to Concordia by Yves 
Bérubé, Minister of Higher Education, Science and Technology and his 
announcement of the government's decision to allocate 18.7 million dollars 
to the University's library projects. He related his own personal impression 
of yesterday's events, which included a press conference at 1:30 pm on the 
SGW Campus and the Minister's opening remarks; a tour of the Norris 
Building facilities; a meeting on the Loyola Campus with approximately 30 
representatives from various groups involved in research in the University, 
including people associated with research in areas which the Government 
has designated as not being priorities under the present policy, i.e., 
humanities and social sciences; and a reception in the evening in the Hall 
Building. Dr. Kenniff also advised that the Minister had suggested a return 
visit to Concordia in early Spring for a full day meeting with a selection of 
research teams working in the University who could make short 
presentations on the implications and potential developments with respect to 
their research; and that the Associate Vice-Rector, Research, has been asked 
to pursue this matter over the course of the next few days. Finally, he stated 
that the result of the day, and the Minister's impression of and expressed 
interest in Concordia, were extremely positive and holds up a lot of hope for 
what we can do as a University in relation to and in partnership with our 
sister institutions. 


The Chairman reminded Senators of the general announcement which has 
been circulated to the University community calling for nominations or 
applications for the position of Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and 
Finance. He explained that this was a new position created in the 
administrative reorganization of the University approved by the Board of 
Governors in October, 1984. He stated that the deadline for nominations or 
applications was March 15, 1985, and that members ' attention to this 
matter would be greatly appreciated. 


Drawing members' attention to the balloons which he had brought with him 
to the meeting, Dr. Kenniff advised that the students were happy to 
announce the beginning of this year's Concordia Winter Carnival, and that 
the balloons, which could be purchased for a nominal fee, would be 
launched at noon on Monday, January 28, 1985 to raise funds for the 
Montreal Children's Hospital. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the construction timetable for Library 
projects, Dr. Kenniff advised that there were a number of outstanding 
details to be settled before construction could begin. He explained that when 
the building designs were prepared, the architects were put on hold for 
financial reasons and did not proceed with detailed plans because we did not 
know what the Government's decision would be; that details yet to be 
worked out included clearing land on which the downtown library will be 
built and questions on space allocation; that with yesterday's announcement 
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from the Government, the University could now go into high gear in terms 
of working on those details; and that in his opinion a realistic target date for 
beginning construction would perhaps be the Fall, 1985. He also advised 
that while we have not as yet received the required 15 million dollars from 
the Capital Campaign, he felt that we were in reasonably good shape and 
given that we were obviously not going to be disbursing 15 million dollars 
in the first year, there was time for the campaign to catch up with the overall 
amount required. 


In response to a question concerning students who were unable to enrol in 
required courses during this year's course change period, particularly 
students in their graduating year, Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised 
that current policy was that students in their graduating year were permitted 
to register for such courses even if those courses were overloaded, 1.e., 
students in their final year were guaranteed enrolment in courses required 
for graduation. With respect to the system in general, he advised that his 
office has been in contact with over 15 thousand individual students, out of 
a total of 25 thousand, during the course change period; that part of the 
problem which has to be looked into, was the question of course 
availability; that this was a major concern; that the new Student Information 
System would provide statistics and enable identification of courses being 
repeated, from which suggestions could be made with respect to scheduling 
of such courses; and that a review of the situation was currently underway 
in the Registration Committee. 


Advisory Search Committee for Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science 


In introducing this Agenda item, Dr. Kenniff advised that the Board of 
Governors at its meeting of January 17, 1985, approved the proposal for 
the reorganization of senior administration for the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, including the decision to move to a single Dean of the Faculty. The 
Board also approved the composition of the Advisory Search Committee for 
Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science, with appointments to be made at 
the February, 1985, Board of Governors meeting. 


With respect to the composition of the Advisory Search Committee, Dr. 
Kenniff advised that there was a provision that there be two faculty 
members from Faculties other than the Faculty of Arts and Science, to be 
recommended by Senate; that the Steering Committee has submitted a 
proposal concerning the method of selection of the two faculty members, as 
described in document US-85-1-D2; and that the faculty members from the 
Faculty of Arts and Science would be chosen by an election to be held in 
that Faculty. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. STRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE PROCEDURES PROPOSED BY THE 
STEERING COMMITTEE FOR THE SELECTION OF THE TWO 
FACULTY MEMBERS, (DOCUMENT US-85-1-D2), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning procedures for the election of the 
faculty members from the Faculty of Arts and Science, the Chairman 


advised that the Faculty of Arts and Science Election Committee has been 
discussing the detailed election procedures that would be followed in that 
Faculty; that he was not aware of whether or not the procedures proposed 
by the Steering Committee coincided with procedures which would be 
followed in the Faculty of Arts and Science; and that within the confines of 
what was decided by the Board of Governors, the other aspects of the 
election in the Faculty of Arts and Science, were the domain of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council Election Committee. 


In response to another question concerning resolutions which had been 
adopted by the Arts and Science Faculty Council with respect to the election 
of members from that Faculty, the Chairman stated that the resolutions 
which were passed by the Faculty Council subsequent to his visit to Council 
on January 11, 1985, were delivered to him on January 16, 1985, one day 
before the Board of Governors meeting; that one of the recommendations 
was that the four faculty members from Arts and Science be elected by and 
from the faculty members within each Division; that the initial proposal 
which was tabled at the Board on December 21, 1984, was that the four 
faculty members would be chosen by the Arts and Science Faculty Council; 
that the recommendation from the Faculty Council was that faculty members 
not be chosen by Council, but rather that they be elected by the faculty 
members, and that they be elected according to a Divisional breakdown; and 
that he had been responsible for modifying the resolution submitted to the 
Board, to provide for an election in accordance with the wishes of Council 
and also, as the Board determines in each case who is to choose the 
representatives, that the four faculty representatives in Arts and Science be 
chosen by all of the members in the Faculty of Arts and Science. Dr. 
Kenniff further advised that his reasons for making the recommendations, 
which differed somewhat from the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
recommendation, were abundantly reported in the latest edition of The 
Thursday Report; that these reasons refer to the fact that as the proposal for 
the reorganization of the Faculty of Arts and Science involves the 
disappearance of the present Divisional structure, it would be inappropriate 
to have faculty members voting by Division to choose a Divisional 
representative on the Advisory Search Committee. He explained that the 
decision of the Board of Governors simply determines who votes for the 
Faculty representatives; that this did not preclude the possibility of having 
faculty members nominated by Division, but, if there were more than one 
nomination in a given Division, the vote would be taken by all faculty 
members in the Faculty of Arts and Science; and that the Board has made a 
decision with respect to the question as to who votes, but as to the rest of 
the procedures, it would be up to whatever the competent body is within 
Arts and Science to decide, be it the Elections Committee or the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council itself. Finally, he advised that contrary to an earlier 
comment, the matter had in fact been debated at the Board of Governors; 
that there had been a two part debate because, through an administrative 
oversight certain documents which were to have been distributed did not 
make the rounds of all Board members; that the documents were distributed 
and the matter was reopened and was discussed fully at the Board after the 
Arts and Science people present at the meeting had left the room; that both 
the document from Faculty Council which had been submitted to him by 
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Dean Roy on January 16, 1985, and a petition signed by the Chairmen in 
Division III which had been sent directly to the Chairman of the Board, 
were distributed to all Board members; and that that matter was fully 
discussed and it was decided at that point not to reconsider the decision that 
had already been made. 


Questions were raised and responded to concerning Senate's involvement in 
electing faculty members to the Advisory Search Committee. A concern was 
also expressed over difficulties which would result in attempting to vote by 
Faculty, for two representatives from three Faculties. It was suggested that 
we could in fact vote according to the same ballot process as was used in 
electing faculty representatives to the Steering Committee, by having a 
single list of all the faculty members nominated, identifying what Faculties 
they are from and asking Senators to choose two from the list presented. 


It was suggested and agreed by the mover and seconder, that the phrase "... 
IN EACH FACULTY..." on line 4, item 5, document US-85-1-D2, be 
deleted. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE PROCEDURES AS CHANGED, 
WAS CARRIED. 


Report from the Selection Committee for Distinguished Teaching Awards 


The Chairman drew members' attention to the memorandum from the 
Secretary of Senate (document US-85-1-D3), concerning the Report from 
the Selection Committee for Distinguished Teaching Awards, (document 
US-85-1-D4), and the action which Steering Committee took at its last 
meeting with respect to that Report. He explained that the Report contained 
some specific proposals as to recipients of the Distinguished Teaching 
Awards, as well as some ongoing recommendations with respect to 
instituting a more permanent form of award. He further advised that in the 
course of its discussion Steering Committee became aware of the fact that 
when the Awards were set up, there appears to have been no decision made 
either by Senate, the Board of Governors, or any other identifiable 
decision-making body in the University concerning the establishment of the 
Awards, the criteria for giving them, etc., etc.; that there was some concern 
about this; and that it was the feeling of the Steering Committee that if the 
Awards were to be continued on a permanent basis, beyond the 10th 
Anniversary Celebrations, this matter should be addressed by the most 
appropriate body in the University, which was obviously Senate. In 
addition, he explained that contrary to what was stated in the memorandum 
from the Secretary, it was not intended to ask Senate necessarily to- decide 
today as to whether these Awards should be made permanent, but rather that 
Steering Committee would like to get some initial reaction from Senate as a 
whole before attempting to piece together a proposal which could be 
brought to Senate for discussion at a future meeting. Consequently, this 
item has been placed on the Agenda today, to elicit comments from 
members, which would be noted, and would assist Steering Committee in 
refining a proposal which could then be brought back to Senate. Finally, he 
advised that among the issues which Senate might consider at today's 


meeting was the question as to whether we should institute a permanent 
form of award for distinguished teaching at Concordia, the. selection 
procedure, a difficulty with respect to identifying faculty members in the 
part-time category who were not as well known, what the categories should 
be, the number of awards in a given year, whether there should be any 
recompense of a more material nature associated with the award, etc. 


The general feeling expressed during discussion was that the Awards 
should be instituted on a permanent basis; however, a number of concerns 
were expressed and suggestions made particularly with respect to 
procedures, performance evaluation, the categories, and the number of 
awards to be given. 


It was noted that in accordance with the Collective Agreement, performance 
reviews, which included student input, were carried out by duly elected 
personnel committees in each Department, and it was suggested that 
assimilating the nominating procedure to the process of the performance 
review that of necessity would be going on in each Department, would 
streamline matters considerably and would produce a more interesting list of 
nominees for the consideration of the Committee. 


It was stated that while in principle one was in favour of continuing the 
Distinguished Teaching Award beyond the present year, there were a lot of 
difficulties in both setting up such a system and implementing it in a 
reasonably effective way; that it might be in fact something that was too 
difficult to do well, and in which case it would be better not to do it at all; 
that if the Awards were to be established on a permanent basis, it would 
probably not be wise to fix the number of awards annually, because if, for 
example, it was decided to award 10 full-time and 10 part-time awards 
annually, in the span of 5 years we would have given out 100 awards to 
faculty members who would probably still be around the University; and 
that if we were to decide to establish the Awards on a permanent basis, we 
should give serious consideration to the possibility of making it less regular 
than annually or when the demand arises. With respect to part-time faculty, 
it was argued that in addition to the problem of identification, part-time 
members were effectively discriminated against by the criteria listed in the 
Report; and that this was unfortunate in that given the large number of 
part-time people at Concordia, there were probably at least as many 
distinguished teachers among that group as there were among full-time 
faculty. Finally, it was argued that the criteria did not really reflect what the 
words "Distinguished Teaching Awards" actually conveyed, and that the 
criteria should relate to what people will assume is meant by that-" phrase; 
that it should be made mandatory that a candidate should be effective in 
class; group, or seminar teaching, as opposed to being an option under the 
present criteria, and has been equated to, for example, research into 
teaching; that the criteria required considerable scrutiny with a view to 
making them come rather closer to what one means by "distinguished 
teaching" in the normal sense of those words; and that there were rewards 
for other activities listed in the criteria, i.e., developing curriculum, doing 
research, etc., which activities were not really relevant and should not. be 
included in the criteria for Distinguished Teaching Awards. 


It was stated that one fully supported the concept of establishing the 
Distinguished Teaching Awards on a permanent basis, but it was felt that 
presenting 10 awards annually would create some definite problems, and it 
was suggested that in future years perhaps we should present 1 award in the 
full-time category and | in the part-time category. The feeling was also 
expressed that it was important to define on paper, at least for the Selection 
Committee, what an outstanding teacher is, i.e., that it be defined in as 
many respects as possible both in and out of the classroom and particularly 
in regards to relations between students and faculty members, etc. 


It was argued that while problems might be created by establishing a 
permanent quota with respect to future awards, more problems would arise 
if it was left up to future Selection Committees to determine the number of 
awards which would be presented in a given year; and that we should 
establish a permanent quota with respect to the number of awards given on 
an annual basis, which should be considerably less than the number of 
awards to be presented this year. It was also felt that teaching research 
should be recognized as a suitable criteria, not in itself but rather in 
combination with teaching abilities. 


It was suggested that perhaps a quota of | or 2 awards in each Faculty, for 
full-time and part-time people should be established, i.e., the awards should 
be given on a Faculty basis with nominations coming from Departments , 
rather than on a University-wide basis. It was explained that the intention of 
the suggestion was that a maximum be set with respect to the number of 
awards to be given in each Faculty, but also that there should be some 
University-wide criteria for the awards which, in their application might 
lead to a situation in a given year where there might, for example, be 2 
award winners in Fine Arts, and none in Commerce, etc. 


It was argued that there should be only two awards given each year, | for 
full-time and 1 for part-time; that the award would be devalued if too many 
were presented; and that it should be a very prestigious award in order to 
indicate the very high priority which the University places on good 
teaching. It was also stated that one had personal knowledge of individuals 
who have received similar awards at three different universities, and in each 
case, the award has absolutely no implications of being a popularity contest, 
nor were there any elements of politics involved, but rather the award was 
viewed as practically the highest honour which a university can bestow on 
its faculty; and it was suggested that that was what we should be aiming for 
at Concordia. 


In response to a question, Prof. Smith, Chairman of the Selection 
Committee, advised that he has a large file on procedures used in most 
universities in North America where such awards are given; that in most 
cases the number of awards was small, i.e. , 10 awards would be a very 
large number indeed; and that the number of awards to be presented was set 
at 10 in each category, presumably because of the 10th Anniversary 
Celebrations. 


Responding to another question concerning student input to the selection 
process, Prof. Smith advised that the dossiers range in size from very thin 
to 3 or 4 inches thick; that the various forms of student input often included 
testimonials from current students, from students who have graduated in 
some cases as long as 20 years ago, and student course evaluations; and that 
there was some form of course evaluation data in almost every dossier. He 
also advised that the Selection Committee was faced with 42 nomination 
dossiers which were examined carefully; that outstanding candidates were 
selected on the basis of the case that was made for individual professors; 
and that it was not a matter of counting the pieces of paper in each dossier, 
but rather it was a matter of reading what was there and deciding on the 
basis of the case that was made, which of the candidates were considered to 
be fully outstanding. He also stated that in his opinion the quality of the case 
that was made was directly related to the energy expended by the individual 
in preparing the dossier; that in some cases people were much more 
enthusiastic in making the case; that as a result the dossier was weightier, 
i.e., there was more evidence to support the case that the individual was a 
good teacher; that in other instances, the people spent less time preparing the 
dossier, and as a result, less evidence was available; that while it was a 
matter of considering the material submitted, rather than weighing it, 
nonetheless one would tend to be influenced by the fact that 85 testimonial 
letters are submitted on behalf of one professor and only 3 such letters 
submitted on behalf of another. 


In response to a question concerning possible procedures for shortening the 
demands on the time of members of the Selection Committee, Prof. Smith 
stated that he had been surprised by the amount of paper that the process 
had generated; that it required a lot of time to read the dossiers and to read 
them carefully; that members of the Committee were very diligent in their 
work and deserved to be commended for their efforts; and that consideration 
might be given to the possibility of adjusting the timing of the process to a 
period when people would have more time to contribute. 


During continued discussion it was suggested that guidelines be developed 
with respect to information submitted, to ensure that the award is for 
distinguished teaching, 1.e., that it is not a political process or a popularity 
contest; that perhaps the nominees could be asked to present a lecture, 
seminar, etc., to the Committee, which would enable the Committee to 
judge the candidates first hand; and that the process was difficult and 
time-consuming for Committee members and anything which could be done 
to streamline the process would be helpful. 


It was stated that one would be opposed to making the process any more 
complicated than it already was, by including, for example, the notion of 
evaluation of teaching ability on the basis of a one-shot seminar or lecture. It 
was also argued that challenging the status quo was part of being a good 
teacher and consequently the political dimension must be taken into 
consideration. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that the exchange this afternoon has been extremely 
useful; that no one has spoken against the concept of making the award 


85-1-11 


85-1-12 


something of a more permanent nature; and that there have been some 
suggestions with respect to details, both in terms of criteria and process, 
which should be very helpful to the Steering Committee. 


Next meeting 


The Chairman advised that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, February 15, 1985, in the PSBGM Conference Room. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:40 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


